DOCUMENT RESOHE 



ED 119 793 



JC 760 186 



TITLE 

INSTITUTION 



PUB DATE 
NOTE 

JOURNAL CIT 



EDRS PEICE 
DESCEIPTOSS 



IDENTIFIESS 



Personnel Files in Two-Year Contracts* 

City Univ* of New York, N#Y* Bernard Baruch Coll^ 

National Center for the Study of Collective 

Bargaining in Higher Education^ 

76 

5p- 

The National Center for the Study of Collective 
Bargaining in Higher Education New.sletter; nl-U 
Jan/Feb 1976 

f!F-$0.83 HC-$1*67 Plus Postage 

*Collective Bargaining; College Faculty; Community 
Colleges; ♦Confidential Eecords; *Contracts; Higher 
Education; *Junior Colleges; *Personnel Data; 
Unions 

Personnel Files 



ABSTRACT 

Eighty-three public two-year college collective 
bargaining contracts and U7 four-year college contracts in 13 states 
and the District of Columbia were reviewed to examine references to 
personnel files. Sixty-six (80 percent) of the two-year contracts 
contained such clauses^ as opposed to 23 of the four-year contracts. 
This paper catalogues the provisions of the clauses in the two-year 
college contracts. Fifty-five of the 66 contracts guarantee access to 
the file for the individual faculty member. Thirty-eight specifically 
give faculty members the right to respond to material in the file. 
Twenty-two give faculty the right to reproduce documents found in the 
personnel file. Nine attempt to specifically list material to be 
included in the file. Twenty-eight require that any material 
concerned with grievance activity by faculty members must be kept 
separately from the file, and that the file may not record any 
information about grievances. Eight contain provisions which allow 
faculty members to apply to have reprimands removed from their files 
after a specified period of time. Twenty make reference to the 
establishment of one central filing system. Data are organized into 
three tables^ which also specify the agent affiliation of the 66 
contracts. (Author/NHH) 
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mu M=4.^,,nai Center has reviewed 83 public two-year 
The National center nas District of 

college contracts in thirteen contracts re- 

Columbia (Table 1). F°^^°^!°^.!so^el files as compared 
viewed contained references to personnel rii ^j^^^tter, 
with 23/47 four-year college contracts studi 
vol.3, NO. 5, Nov./Dec. 197S). The ^ ^j^inantly from 

half of the two-year college clauses. 

The bargaining agent affiliation of ^^=-^--^^,3 
with and without personnel file clauses is loun 
2 and 3. 
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Fifty-five of the 66 contracts with 
nirsonnel file clauses guarantee ac- 
SSs to the file for the individual 
.acuity member /le-n clauses ar^ V;^^^ ^ 
and no contract specifically aeni^ denied access to pre- 

his or her ^ ^^^^^^^^Lf Sonfrac^'specif i pro- 
hire information. Thirty one faculty member could 

vides that a representative °J J^; the individual 

view the file either ^^^hin the^resence ^t^^^^^^^^^ 

or with the person's ^^^"^^ PJf^ii^ing the individual's 

I'^TsloT'^Vr.^^^^^^^^ -^^^^^ ^^^^^^ 

to the files by the agent. 

Thirty-eight of 46 =ontrac«^«ith^^_ 

RESPONB TO right to respond to 

MATERIAL IN FILE Strrfa!"in''a%rrIonnel file. T«enty- 

four contracts require an indiviauaX to .^n.t.al_^.ate^ 

:i^si2aS;Lrt?rt"fpi^"^^^^^^^ 

not imply ^=«P"°?! °Lntral« prSSidS that an individual 
the file. Twenty-one contracT:s . allows 

mav add material to his/her personnel ^ • 

le with any 

an individual to update his/her P®JJ°^"^ . i^j^it him/her to 
^^terial considered ^jij-^f p?S?ef in h?S/herfile by some- 
merely reacting to material f 
one else. 

^ent^two clauses^^^^^^^^ 

fn'tSi^rer^onnrmes Nine . contracts 
r.w.., ieqS?e ?hat individuals be given 

• T^Zii? ?Q olaced in the personnel files 
cooies of any material that is PJ-acea i» 
at i^e ?ime Ihe material is inserted. 
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GRIEVANCE " Twenty-eight of the 66 contracts with 

personnel file clauses require that 
activity by faculty meLers^mi=i ^^^^^^J^^d with grievance 
the personnel file and^at tS! r,^ J^ept separately from 
record any inforinatinn .Personnel .file may not 

contains^a conS^^i°poS??on'^''i^^?^^^^- contract 
fprmation aboSrarSvanJi i^?- "'^i^^^^'^uired that all in- 

mendber's personnS JSe ^^''^^^^^ P^^ced in a faculty 



CENTRAL 
FILES 



'^t^tl community college con- 

tracts make reference to an official 
ular location on campurSsSaUv^i; available at some partic- 
partment or divisi<^ ^Ivel t P^!=« °ther than the de- 

prohibit any other ?ilerbut 5?.S expressly 
personnel actions taken inv^,^^ do require that any 
on material oi ?Le in tie nf?-''? f faculty member he based 
the contracts set UP se^^;.?f ^^5^^^. file. Six of 

the faculty me^er doirnof h.S?'^''"''''^''^^^ ^^ich 
trative files usuflly ?on?ain rL^^^^S 5°* ''^^^^ adminis- 
and other pre-hiSna infn^^i?^ ' transcripts 

to the indivJduar?Li?tn2,Sier f generally denied 

tracts return pre-hi?e i^f^J^J^ anyway. Two of the con- 
the faculty meSbL irhi?fS^J^°\J° if 
member attain! tl^u«) "^^' ^^^^^ ^^e faculty 
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^n«;^?^ 66 contracts attempt to 
specifically list material in the 

list; three have a paJSarUstinS? ^^i"" ^^^^ inclusive 
quire that contents of ihl l^^^^^^^' ^Four contracts re- 
professional se?^iL fn?^J-^^"°''''^^ "l^^e only to 

faculty memSer^o bi pJaceS S iS?^'"^^^^^ concerning a 
other contract establi«hfJ ^^.^hf personnel files. One 

the placemen? of a^ i;?;i„L^^''^^^"'^^y ll"»lt for 

file. ''^'^^''^ °f information m someone's personnel 

REPRIMANDS Two contracts contain provisions 

reprimands from theif personnel f'??es'^f?ef "° 
Another contract allows material ^ Y&^rs. 

three years Fn,^t tt^Z "*^^®f^^i to be expunged after 
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CONCLUSIONS Despite our oft-stated reservations 

about reaching conclusions based 
only on reading contracjb clauses , certain conclusions 
can be reached. Personnel file clauses are found in 
80% of the two-year college contracts but only about 
half of the four-year college agreements. It might 
be very interesting for someone to investigate why 
this difference has developed. Who has access to the 
files and under what circximstances are important con- 
siderations which contract clauses should clearly 
spell out. One can assume that as economic forces 
continue to have a negative impact on promotion and 
tenure decisions ^ there will continue to be pressure 
on college roanagenents to open personnel files to re- 
view and challenge and to require that only infor- 
mation that faculty members are aware of be used by 
peers or administrators in making promotion and ten- 
ure decisions. 



TABLE 1 
Two-Year Contracts 





With 


Without 






Personnel 


Personnel 




state 


File Clause 


File Clause 


Total 


District of 








Columbia 


1 




1 


Illinois 


4 


4 


8 


Kansas 


2 


1 


3 


Maine 


1 




1 


Maryland 


1 




1 


Massachusetts 


2 




2 


Michigan 


15 


3 


18 


Minnesota 


1 




1 


New Jersey 


6 




6 


New York 


17 


1 


18 


Pennsylvania 


7 




7 


Rhode Island 


1 




1 


Washington 


5 


5 


10 


Wisconsin 


3 


3 


6 


Total 


66~ 


rr 


83 
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TABLE 2 
Two-Year Contracts With 
Personnel Files by Agent Affiliation 



State AAUP AFT 

District of 

Columbia — 1 

Illinois — 3 
Kans as 
Maine 

Maryland — 1 

Massachusetts — 1 

Michigan — 1 
Minnesota 

New Jersey — 2 

New York — — 

Pennsylvania — 3 
Rhode Island 

Washington — 3 

Wisconsin — 2 



Total 0 17 



AFT/NEA ' IND NEA TOTAL 



-—14 

-—22 
. 1 1 

— 12 
2 12 15 

— 11 

— 4 6 
9 8 — - 17 

— 47 

— 11 

— 25 

— 1 3 



9 10 30 ^56 



TABLE 3 
Two-Year Contracts Without 
Personnel Files by Agent Affiliation 



State AAUP AFT 

Illinois 1 2 

Kansas 

Michigan 

New York 

Washington 

Wisconsin — 1 



Sub-total 1 3 

Grand Total 0/1 17/20 
Tables 2 & 3 
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AFT/NEA 



1 

9/10 



IND 

1 
1 



NEA 

1 
1 
2 

5 
1 



2 10 

10/12 30/40 



TOTAL 

4 
1 
3 
1 
5 
3 



17 
66/83 
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